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ABSTRACT 
Racial and Ethnic Differences in Rural and Urban Migration 
by 
Lisa L. Knapp, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 2003 
Major Professor: E. Helen Berry 
Department: Sociology 
Most past research on migration has focused on young 
adults or recent retirees since these are the two groups 
most likely to migrate. Very little research has looked at 
the factors that affect the migration of people in the 
middle stages of life. The purpose of this research is to 
identify those factors, and determine if there are 
differences between whites, blacks, and Hispanics. 
The data utilized for this research were from the 
National Longitudinal Study of Youth 79, a study funded by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics that has been ongoing since 
1979. Migration was defined as the movement across county 
lines, and was calculated for 1979 and all subsequent even­
numbered years between 1980 and 2000. Other variables 
controlled were demographic, socioeconomic status, and 
iv 
household status, and were measured as categorical 
variables. Descriptive and logistic analyses were used. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The goal of much social research is to understand how 
different social strata vary, and if there is variation, in 
what ways. Among the most important strata are race and 
ethnicity. Racial and ethnic groups may vary by 
demographic characteristics such as education, income, 
length of residence in a place, and/or number of children. 
Of particular interest are variables that affect decisions 
to migrate, and how these variables interact with 
migration. 
Age and lifestyle differences are often considered in 
research on racial and ethnic differences in migration, but 
most migration study has focused mainly on the younger 
stages of adulthood or at the retirement ages. Less 
attention has been paid to racial and ethnic migration 
during the middle years of the life cycle. 
Past research has shown that there are differences in 
patterns of migration between whites, blacks, and Hispanics 
(Pitcher, Stinner, and Toney 1985). In general, the 
migratory patterns of white, black, and Hispanic groups 
between the ages of 36 and 44 (the ages of the respondents 
in the survey that will be utilized for this study) have 
not been studied. This is the age range when people are 
in the mid stages of both life and career, which is a time 
when migration is atypical. To remedy the lack of previous 
research on this age group, this study will be beneficial 
to understanding the migration patterns of people within 
this age group. 
The purpose of this research is to understand, when 
migration occurs, whether it is due to racial and ethnic 
differences or to characteristics related to age, 
education, income, length of residence in the place of 
origin, or number of children. 
Migration, as defined by Lee (1966), is a change of 
residence that may either be permanent or semi permanent. 
According to Lee (1966), several factors may affect 
migration. These include factors at the point of origin 
which may be attractive enough to deter or unattractive 
enough to incite migration, and, likewise, factors at the 
point of destination that a potential migrant may find 
attractive or unattractive. The idea of selective 
migration, which refers to either place or individual 
characteristics that affect an individual's ability to 
migrate, is central to the study of racial and ethnic 
migration differences. Among the individual 
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characteristics are those referenced above, including: 
age, sex, education levels, and income levels, as well as 
racial and ethnic differences in other variables (Shaw 
1975). 
An example of the migratory differences between 
groups of people comes from the study by Pitcher, Stinner, 
and Toney (1985), which examined differences in migration 
propensities for young white and black men compared to 
older white and black men. They found that in the younger 
age group (ages 18-29), the tendency to migrate was higher 
for whites than blacks, but those tendencies decreased for 
both groups with age. For the older group (ages 45-59), 
the propensity for whites to migrate tended to increase 
until ages 65-66, then there was a decline, but for the 
older black men the tendency to migrate continued to 
decline throughout the life cycle. Similar research has 
not been done for Hispanics. 
For the purpose of this research, only movements 
between two or more counties, rather than within one 
county, will by examined. The data that will be used in 
this research is the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 
1979 (NLSY79 User's Guide 200i). The NLSY79 consists of a 
representative sample of 12,686 males and females who were 
3 
between the ages of 14 and 22 in 1979. Of the original 
12, 686 respondents, there are currently over 8 ,000 who are 
still being interviewed. This data set has been over 
sampled for blacks and Hispanics as well as for 
economically disadvantaged individuals (NLSY79 User's Guide 
2001). This allows for stratifying by race and ethnicity in 
order to see the differences in migration patterns. 
4 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The focus of this study is on understanding migration 
patterns of racial groups in the middle stages of life. To 
date, not much research has examined differences in racial 
and ethnic migration in this age group, in part because 
this group has lower migration rates than other ages. 
The study of migration is important because migrating 
is a basic demographic process that all people have the 
ability to participate in. When people migrate there can 
be profound effects on both the places that people migrate 
from and the places that they migrate to. These effects 
can take many forms, such as the age structure of a place, 
the economic structure of a place, and the culture of a 
place. This research, however, will not study the changes 
that migration has on a place, but on the characteristics 
that migrants possess, and the differences of these 
characteristics among racial and ethnic groups. 
Most theories of migration begin with the idea of a 
push-pull, which means that some characteristics might 
repel some migrants, producing push or a move; while other 
characteristics might be attractive enough to keep them in 
their place of origin or pull migrants to a new place. 
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These characteristics will interact with individual 
characteristics like education, family status, income, age, 
race and ethnicity, as well as boundaries to migration such 
as language, distance, national barriers or cost. 
Many things effect migration. One of the most 
important determinants of migration is age. Studies have 
shown that young adults between the ages of 20 and 29 are 
the most likely to move (Schachter 2001). Inclinations to 
migrate steadily decline after the young adult years for a 
variety of reasons. This may be due to a number of 
factors, including employment stability, family status, all 
of which may cause people to be less likely to move, 
particularly if they have children. Length of residence in 
one place, which is associated with age and stability, is 
one of the best predictors of migration, with a move being 
less likely to occur if a person has lived in one place for 
a long period of time. 
As people enter the older stages of life the 
likelihood of migrating increases, although not nearly as 
much as that for young adults (Schachter 2001). Factors 
that affect the migration of older adults are retirement, 
climate, a desire for smaller housing, or to live closer to 
their children. For the more affluent, migration after 
6 
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retirement tends to add to the experience by placing the 
retiree in more desirable climates and social environments 
with similar individuals (Chevan and Fischer 1979). 
Migrants can also be sub-categorized into primary, 
return, or onward migrants. Primary migrants are those who 
make their first move away from their place of birth (in 
this study, the county of birth). After this initial move 
migrants may become return migrants if they return to their 
county of birth or a county that they have previously lived 
in. Or, they may become onward migrants if they do not 
return to a county in which they have previously lived 
(Newbold 1997). 
One's place of residence, in terms of rural or urban, 
affects migration patterns. According to the U.S. Census 
Bureau 1990 definition, an urban place is defined as a 
place of 2,500 or more people living in cities, villages or 
boroughs. Rural is generally defined as everything else 
(Urban and Rural Definitions 1995). Historical migration 
patterns have been from rural to urban areas. Although the 
population of rural areas grew slowly between 1930 and 
1970, due to the process of natural increase, all 
nonmetropolitan counties had significantly higher rates of 
out-migration during that time (Johnson 1999). A reduction 
7 
in the demand for human labor in rural farm areas and 
other extractive industries combined with an increase in 
potential economic gain in metropolitan areas is a partial 
reason for this pattern of out-migration in rural areas 
(Zelinsky 1962). Another reason is that as larger areas 
grew and expanded geographically, they were reclassified as 
metropolitan or combined into metropolitan areas (Fuguitt, 
Beale, Fulton, and Gibson 1998). 
In the 1970's the pattern of rural out-migration 
reversed. The reversal, called the "nonmetroplitan 
turnaround," referred to greater population growth in rural 
areas of the country than urban areas (Fuguitt 1985; 
Fuguitt et. al. 1998). This pattern of change was due to 
several factors. Some of these factors include a spillover 
of population from metropolitan areas to adjacent 
nonmetropolitan counties, increased communication 
technology which made rural areas easier to access, 
increased attractiveness of amenities areas (especially to 
the growing retirement population), lower costs of living, 
less difference between rural and urban wages, and an 
increase in jobs in manufacturing industries that were 
relocating to rural areas (Fuguitt 1985; Johnson 1989). 
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In the 1980's the dominant pattern of migration 
shifted back to increasing population sizes in metropolitan 
areas rather than nonmetropolitan areas (Johnson 1989). A 
major reason for this change is thought to be the economic 
shifts that occurred during the time such as major 
recession (Elo and Beale 1988). These shifts were 
associated with increased poverty in the nonmetropolitan 
areas due to increasing levels of unemployment and lower 
wages (Brown and Deavers 1987 as cited in Johnson 1989; Elo 
and Beale 1988; Henry, Drabenstott, and Gibson 1986). 
Studies have shown that there is a difference in the 
migration patterns of non-Hispanic blacks, non-Hispanic 
whites and Hispanics. Some of these differences are due to 
societal events such as industrialization and war. Others 
are due to individual level effects such as direction of 
move, educational attainment, age and income level. 
Generally, blacks are more likely to migrate to urban areas 
while whites migrate to both urban and rural areas. 
The most significant macro-level event in the history 
of African American migration was the Great Migration, 
which occurred between 1915 and 1970 (Carrington, 
Detragiache, and Vishwanath 1996). Prior to the beginning 
of the twentieth century more than 90 percent of the U.S. 
9 
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black population lived in the rural South (Lee et al. 
1957). With the start of World War I came an increase in 
labor demand in Northern cities, and this demand, coupled 
with the poor social and economic conditions in the South, 
lead to the increase in migrants to the North, both black 
and white (Carrington et al. 1996; Tolnay, Crowder, and 
Adelman, 2000). With the exception of the Great 
Depression, this trend continued through the early 1970's 
(Carrington et al. 1996; Tolnay et al. 2000). 
As with overall migration, the pattern northward from 
the south reversed during the 1970's (Long and Hansen 1975; 
Robinson 1986). The Great Migration occurred because of 
black southerners searching for better employment 
opportunity in the North, but during the 1970's these 
opportunities began to lessen (Lehmann 1991; Wilson 1987) 
and growing employment opportunities, expansion, and more 
favorable legal changes in the south (e.g., the civil 
rights movement and an end to legal discrimination) 
increased the return migration of southern blacks who had 
previously lived in the north (Adelman, Morett, and Tolnay 
2000). 
Some literature states that return migrants to the 
south had lower incomes and were less likely to be employed 
11 
than nonreturn migrants in the north (Lieberson 1978). 
Other studies state that return migrants were more 
educated, better employed, and had higher incomes than 
southern blacks (Campbell, Johnson, and Strangler 1974) 
These descriptions are fairly inconsistent, but, in a study 
on black female return migrants, Adelman et al. (2000) 
found that return migrants tended to be more educated than 
those who stayed in the north and slightly more than 
southern black women during the 1970's. They also found 
that return migrants were younger than those who stayed in 
the north and tended to be younger than those in the south. 
Less is known about the national migration patterns of 
the U.S. Hispanic population, but their international 
migration patterns are well documented. Currently 
Hispanics are one of the largest minority populations in 
the United States, with numbers equaling those of blacks 
(Berry and Kirschner 2002). Research by Wilson-Fiqueroa, 
Berry, and Toney (1991) found that Hispanic youth are more 
likely to migrate if they have a higher socioeconomic 
background and that youth from an area of high unemployment 
are more likely to migrate. However, they found that these 
factors affect individuals in different ways, suggesting 
that there are influences other than human capital and 
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poverty that trigger migration among this population. As 
can be seen above, the individual level correlates of 
migration influence the macro level patterns. 
According to a 2000 Census Bureau publication 
(Therrien and Ramirez 2001), Hispanic individuals are more 
likely to live in metropolitan settings than non-Hispanic 
whites are. For example, almost half (46.4 percent) of 
Hispanics living in the United States live in cities within 
metropolitan areas and another 45.1 percent live within 
metropolitan areas but not within central cities. This is 
compared to 21.1 percent of non-Hispanic whites who live in 
metropolitan area cities and 56.2 percent who live in 
metropolitan areas but outside of cities. In contrast, 8.5 
percent of Hispanics lived in nonmetropolitan areas 
compared to 22.5 percent of non-Hispanic whites. 
Levels of education are also key factors in migration. 
Many past studies have shown that education and migration 
are related (e.g., Sjaastad 1961, 1962 as cited in Schwartz 
1976), and that individuals with higher levels of education 
are more likely to migrate longer qistances (Courchene 
1970; Schwartz 1973, 1976). Increased education allows an 
individual to access jobs that offer more opportunity for 
promotion (Schwartz 1976) and higher levels of education 
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generally result in higher income. Schwartz (1976) 
states that increased education results in increased 
migration, but the rate of migration declines at a more 
rapid pace with age when education levels are higher 
compared with people with low levels of education. 
Additionally, studies have shown that people with more 
education are more likely to have access to information 
about other locales as well as the means to move there. 
However, a recent report by the U.S. Census Bureau 
(Schachter 2001) shows that these differences in migration 
are small between groups of different education levels, 
with 12 percent of the population with a high school 
education migrating compared to 15 percent of the 
population with a bachelor's degree migrating. 
In the case of minority groups, migration is important 
for increasing social or economic opportunity (Krieg 1993). 
This was clear during the Great Migration when Southern 
blacks migrated north and improved their economic status 
(Carrington et al. 1996; Tolnay et al. 2000), and continues 
today. Krieg (1993) shows in his research that race and 
education levels have affected migration patterns to 
certain regions of the United States. For instance, blacks 
with sixteen or more years of education were more likely to 
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migrate to the south than whites with similar levels of 
education, and that increased education has similarly 
increased migration to the west for blacks. 
Yet another factor that influences migration is 
employment status. Unemployment acts as a "push" factor in 
which an individual is more likely to leave an area in 
search of employment elsewhere (Shaw 1975). Studies have 
shown that migration rates for those who are unemployed 
tend to be higher than for those who are employed (Mincer 
1978). 
Differences in occupational status also effect 
migration. Individuals with more specialized skills are 
more likely to move greater distances for better jobs. In 
contrast, low skilled workers are less mobile due to their 
lack of marketable skills (Shaw 1975). Studies have shown 
that people in certain occupations are more likely to 
migrate than those in other occupations. For instance, 
Landinsky (1967) found that technical workers and those 
with professional occupations are more likely to move 
between states than people in other jobs. This is probably 
due to better jobs for higher skilled workers that may be 
found in other states (Kleiner 1982) and also to the 
increased information networks that are often found in 
higher skilled occupations (Sjaastad 1962). 
Because of this, gains from interstate moves are 
greater for higher skilled workers and the risks of moving 
are less. Companies are more likely to transfer high 
skilled workers, pay for the move, and offer higher 
salaries due to reasons such as training investments and 
difficulty finding similarly qualified employees (Ellis, 
Barff, and Renard 1993). Exceptions to this include 
professions in law, which require licensing in each state, 
or those professions that are reliant on specific clients. 
In this case, professionals are less likely to migrate 
(Ellis et al. 1993). On the other hand, because costs of 
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moving can be high and job prospects can be low, less 
skilled workers are less likely to migrate, especially over 
long distances (Ellis et al. 1993). 
Historically, both blacks and Hispanics have faced 
problems in the area of occupation and, more specifically, 
with occupational segregation. Fossett, Galle, and Burr 
(1989) found that reductions in occupational segregation 
between 1940 and 1960 were due to the regional 
redistribution, meaning that blacks moved into areas 
offering more opportunity. This, of course, was during the 
16 
time of the Great Migration, in which Southern blacks 
moved from the low paying agricultural areas of the South 
to the higher paying manufacturing areas of the North 
(Carrington et al. 1996; Tolnay et al. 2000). 
It was not until the 1960's, with the passing of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965 
that occupational opportunities for blacks opened up (Burr, 
Galle, and Fossett 1991). Fossett et al. (1989) found that 
changes in distributions of black and white occupations 
were the most important factors in reducing occupational 
inequality during this time period. They also found that 
this pattern also held for the decade between 1970 and 
1980. 
Income levels have been shown to affect migration. 
Generally migration flows move from areas with lower 
incomes to areas with higher incomes. According to a 
recent publication by the U.S. Census Bureau (Schachter 
2001), groups with lower incomes are more likely to move 
than groups with higher incomes. Along with this, those 
people with incomes below the poverty lines are more likely 
to move than people with incomes above the poverty line, 
but the former moved shorter distances than the latter. 
17 
Although the population of Hispanics is growing 
faster than any other minority group in the United States 
(Valdivieso and Davis 1998), they still earn relatively low 
wages in the job force. This may be due to the desire to 
live near other Hispanics in enclave situations (Reimers 
1984; Wilson-Figueroa et. al. 1991), or to effects of 
discrimination, which may be present in areas with high 
concentrations of Hispanics (Reimers 1984; Tienda and Lii 
1987). Tienda and Wilson (1992) show in their research that 
some Hispanic groups (e.g., Cubans or Mexicans) earn less 
based on the choice to live in a Hispanic enclave, but more 
when their ability to speak English increases. They also 
found differences between Hispanic groups in terms of human 
capital factors such as educational attainment and ability 
to speak English. This was also found by Trejo (1997) who 
uses it to explain why Hispanics, particularly Mexican 
Americans, earn more than blacks but less than whites. 
Research has shown that although occupational 
inequality has become less over the century, wage 
inequalities between black and white workers are still high 
(Grodsky and Pager 2001; Harrison and Bennett 1995), even 
when accounting for declines in the difference in 
educational attainment for the two groups (Grodsky and 
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Pager 2001; Mare 1995). There are differences between 
average wages for black workers and white workers. Grodsky 
and Pager (2001) found a greater wage gap in the private 
sector jobs than in the public sector, especially for 
lawyers, physicians, and realty agents. They suggest that 
these differences are due to a need for "profitable 
clientele" and that even when minorities access these jobs, 
their clientele are unable to pay the high prices that 
their white counterparts do. In contrast to this are those 
who work in the public sector since these are based more 
often on hours worked than on demand for service (Grodsky 
and Pager 2001). 
Migration may help to decrease the wage gap for blacks 
and whites. In a study by Krieg (1990) it was found that 
non-white migrants had higher returns to earnings compared 
with white migrants. One way that people find employment is 
through the use of contacts or social networks. Studies 
have found that while 57% of white youths use personal 
contacts to obtain employment, only 37% of black youths do 
(Osterman 1980). Korenman and Turner (1996) found that 
wage differences, at least for younger workers, are due to 
the types of contacts they have. The authors show that 
white youth are more likely than their black counterparts 
------ ------ -- ---
--- --- ------ ---- -
---
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to use contacts to gain better jobs, and are more likely 
to earn higher wages. 
Much research about migration and welfare centers 
around the welfare magnet hypothesis, which states that 
welfare at the place of destination may be a factor in the 
decision to migrate by the poor (Allard and Danziger 2000; 
Danaher 2000; Glantz 1975). If this is the case then 
counties and states of destination that offer high welfare 
benefits may act as a "magnet" to draw poor migrants. 
There has been much disagreement in past research over 
whether welfare magnets exist or not. Some authors have 
found evidence that they do exist and that people do 
migrate to them (Althaus and Schachter 1983; Cebula 1991; 
Cebula and Koch 1989; Cebula and Kohn 1975; Enchantegui 
1997; Friedli 1986; Glantz 1975; Greenwood 1975; Kohn 1976; 
Southwick 1981) while some have found no evidence of 
welfare magnets (Cebula 1974; Dejong and Donnelly 1973; 
Long 1974; Schlottman and Herzog 1981; Sommers and Suits 
1973). In the same fashion, the most recent research on 
welfare migration finds no evidence of welfare magnets. 
Rather, they state that people receiving welfare generally 
move to improve their economic standing in terms of 
employment opportuqities (Allard and Danziger 2000; 
Danaher 1997, 2001; Gensler 1996; Vartanian et. al. 1999). 
Migration is also affected by characteristics such as 
homeownership, since people who own homes face more 
difficulty selling homes to move than renters face in 
migration decisions (Green and Hendershott 2001), and 
family status. Relatedly, past research has shown that 
married couples and families are less likely to migrate 
than single people (Mincer 1978). There is evidence that 
single men are more likely to migrate than married men and 
that single women are more likely to migrate than married 
women but less likely to migrate than single men (Mincer 
1978). The same study also found that divorced or 
separated people show higher rates of migration than 
married couples. 
Past studies have shown that the rates of marriage 
have been declining over the past 40 years (Raley 1996; 
Teachman, Tedrow, and Crowder 2000) while the rates of 
divorce have been increasing (Teachman et al. 2000), 
particularly for whites and blacks, but rates of marriage 
by ages 20-24 for Hispanic women declined relatively 
little. As previously mentioned, divorce rates have been 
increasing over the past 40 years, although the there has 
20 
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been a larger increase for whites and blacks than for 
Hispanics (Teachman et al. 2000). 
Presence of children in a family also affects 
migration (Long 1972; Mincer 1978; Smits, Mulder, and 
Hooimeijer 2003). Long (1972) showed that this is 
especially true for the youngest families, and that 
families with children under age six are more likely to 
move than those with older age groups of children. As he 
points out, this tends to be residential mobility because 
of for reasons of finding better housing to accommodate the 
growing family. Speare (1970) found that families with 
school age children are more likely to be tied to the 
community and therefore less likely to migrate. Long 
(1978) also shows this pattern with his research in that 
families with school age children, and especially more than 
one child are less likely to move. 
In contrast, though, Roseman (1999) found that 
families with school age children were more likely to 
migrate than those with preschool age children, and Bird 
and Bird (1985) state that the presence of children does 
not affect a the decision to move as much as factors such 
as gains in employment do. 
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In summary, the review of the literature indicates 
that a national sample of respondents should migrate in the 
following patterns. First, middle age persons are less 
likely to migrate than younger or older persons (Schachter 
2001). Males are more likely to migrate than females. 
Those in rural areas are more likely to migrate than those 
in urban areas. Those with higher levels of education will 
be more likely to migrate than those with lower levels of 
education (Courchene 1970; Schwartz 1973, 1976). Those who 
are unemployed are more likely to migrate than those who 
are employed (Mincer 1978; Shaw 1975). Those with more 
specialized skills such as professionals and managers are 
more likely to migrate for better paying jobs than those 
who do not have specialized skills (Ellis et al. 1993). 
Those with lower incomes are more likely to migrate than 
those with higher incomes (Shachter 2001). Those who 
receive welfare may be more likely to migrate than those 
who do not, based on the most recent research (Allard and 
Danziger 2000; Danaher 1997, 2001; Gensler 1996; Vartanian 
et al. 1999). Persons who do not own a home or are not 
making payments on a home will be more likely to migrate 
than persons who do own a home (Green and Hendershott 
2001). People who have never been married or are divorced, 
widowed, or separated are more likely to migrate than 
those who are married (Mincer 1978). And finally, people 
with children in the household will be less likely to 
migrate than those with no children in the household (Long 
1972; Mincer 1978; Smits et al. 2003; Speare 1970). 
Research Questions 
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Considering the above discussion, the research questions 
addressed in this research are as follows. 
• If race or ethnicity matters during middle age, then,
when other variables are controlled, there will be an
independent effect of being white, black, or Hispanic
on the likelihood of migration.
• If age matters during this stage, then, when other
variables are controlled, there will be an independent
effect of being over the age of twenty-five or age
twenty-five and older.
• If gender matters during middle age, then, when other
variables are controlled, there will be an independent
effect on being male or female on the likelihood of
migration.
• If place of residence matters during middle age, then,
when other variables are controlled, there will be an
I , 
• 
independent effect of living in a rural area or 
urban area on the likelihood of migration. 
If education matters during middle age, then, when 
other variables are controlled, there will be an 
independent effect of having less than a high school 
24 
education, having some college or technical training, 
having a bachelor's degree, or having a graduate level 
degree or professional training on the likelihood of 
migration. 
• If employment matters during this stage of life, when
other variables are controlled, there will be an
independent effect of being employed or unemployed on
the likelihood of migration.
• If occupation matters during this period of life, when
other variables are controlled, there will be an
independent effect of being in a professional or
service occupation.
• If income matters during middle age, when other
variables are controlled, there will be an independent
effect of having a high, moderate, or low-income level
on the likelihood of migration.
• If receiving welfare matters during middle age, when
other variables are controlled, there will be an
.I 
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independent effect of receiving or not receiving 
welfare on the likelihood of migration. 
• If home ownership matters during middle age, when
other variables are controlled, there will be an
independent of owning or making payments on a house or
not owning a house on the likelihood of migration.
• If marital status matters during this stage of life,
when other variables are controlled, there will be an
independent effect of being never married, married, or
divorced, widowed, or separated on the likelihood of
migration.
• If having children in the household matters during
middle age, when other variables are controlled, there
will be an independent effect of having no children,
having children age six or younger, or having children
age seven or older on the likelihood of migration.
The next chapter will look at the data set and methods
that will be utilized for this research. 
Data 
CHAPTER III 
DATA AND METHODS 
The objectives of this research are to understand 
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whether there are differences in the migration patterns of 
whites, blacks and Hispanics in the middle stages of the 
life cycle. The data used for this research are the NLSY79 
(National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979), collected for 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States 
Department of Labor. This is a nationally representative 
panel study of men and women who were between the ages of 
14 and 22 as of December 31, 1978, and who are, as of 2000, 
between the ages of 36 and 44. 
The number of respondents at the start of the survey 
in 1979 was 12,686. These respondents can be broken down 
into a cross sectional sample of 6,111 respondents who were 
not institutionalized and not in the military at the time 
of sampling, and two subsamples. The first of these 
subsamples contained 5,295 white, black, and Hispanic 
individuals who were considered to be economically 
disadvantaged, and the other subsample contained 1,280 
military personnel who were 17-21 years old as of December 
31, 1978. 
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These samples were modified in subsequent years. 
For instance, in 1984 all but 201 respondents were dropped 
from the military subsample, and, after the 1990 interview, 
the economically disadvantaged whites were dropped. As of 
2000 there were 8,033 respondents still being interviewed, 
resulting in a response rate of 80.6 percent (NLSY79 User's 
Guide 2001). 
Sampling 
Respondents were screened to ensure that they were of 
the correct age and racial or ethnic background. This 
process was done in 1978 by the National Opinion Research 
Center (NORC), which created a list of housing units and 
information such as age, race, sex, income, and addresses 
of those who lived in the housing units. After initial 
screening, 6,111 individuals were interviewed using a 
stratification process specifically for equalizing the 
distribution of Hispanics, blacks, and economically 
disadvantaged whites (NLSY79 User's Guide 2001). 
Interviewing 
Respondents were interviewed in person every year from 
1979 to 1986. Due to budget constraints, the 1987 
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interview was performed over the phone, but starting 
again in 1988 respondents were interviewed in person. 
After 1993 the interviews were held every two years (NLSY79 
User's Guide 2001). 
Data Collection 
The data in the NLSY79 come from several sources, 
including the primary questionnaire, supplements that were 
used during some years, and documents containing household 
information. 
Household interview forms were used to enumerate those 
living in the household, including age, highest completed 
level of education, and work experience during the previous 
year Other questions included information concerning 
socioeconomic status, marital status, and other relevant 
variables. Also included is locating information, remarks 
from the interviewer pertaining to the respondent's sex and 
race, and interviewer impressions. In addition to the 
primary questionnaire, there were several supplements given 
throughout the survey years. However, the information from 
these supplements will not be used for this research 
(NLSY79 User's Guide 2001). 
Variables 
Race and Ethnicity. The race and ethnicity variable 
used for this analysis is based on what the respondent 
considers his or her first or only racial or ethnic origin 
in 1979. It has been recoded into "Non-Hispanic white," 
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"Non-Hispanic black," and "l;Iispanic." All respondents that 
h 
. 
d' 
. / 
h 1 d d f c ose American In ian, Asian, or ot er were exc u e rom
h 1 · · h · I h · f d 1 th t e ana ysis, since t is researc is ocuse on y on ose 
who are white, black or Hikpanic. 
Sex. A variable meas
1.
ing the sex of the respondent in 
terms of "Male" or "Fema/" has been included in the 
analysis to control for sex differences. 
Age. Variables are /included measuring the respondent's 
�
ge for ea
�
h year of tie analysis. This variable has been
included since the pu1pose of the research is to understand 
the migration patterns of people in the middle stages of 
the life cycle. 
Geographic Residence. Variables about geographic 
residence are included in the data. These variables 
include rural or urban residence, and region of residence 
at age 14 and for each year of the survey. A respondent is 
considered to be a migrant if their county of residence at 
the time of interview was different from that of the 
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previous interview. If there is no change in county of 
residence between surveys, then the respondent is 
considered to be a non-migrant. 
Educational Attainment. Information was gathered of 
each respondent pertaining to the highest year of school 
completed since the last interview. This variable has been 
modified from its original format of single grades into the 
categories "Less than High School," "High School Graduate," 
"Some College/Technical School," "Bachelor's Degree," and 
"Graduate or Professional Degree." 
Labor Force Status. This variable identifies the 
respondents labor force status for the calendar week 
preceding the interview. These variables have been recoded 
into "Employed" or "Unemployed." Those who were not in the 
labor force were not included in the analysis due to 
inconsistencies in the way the variable was coded. 
Industry/Occupation. Industry has been broken down 
into fourteen groups based on the 1970 CPS classification 
system through 1992 and the 1980 CPS classification system 
from 1994 to 2000. The occupational categories have been 
recoded into dichotomous variables based on being a member 
of that category or not. The occupations that will be 
discussed in this analysis are "Professional/Managerial" 
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and "Service." This was done to measure the migration of 
respondents in the highest paying occupations 
(professional/managerial), which may increase migration, 
and the lowest paying occupations (service), which may 
impede migration. 
Income. The NLSY79 contains variables that measure net 
family income. This variable has been recoded into 
standardized z-scores in order to make comparisons over the 
twelve intervals possible. A z score that is -1.0 or less 
is coded as "low income," a z score that is between -.999 
and .999 is coded as "moderate income," and a z score that 
is 1.0 or greater is coded as "high income." 
Poverty. A variable is included in the analysis to 
determine whether or not the respondent is categorized as 
in poverty. 
Welfare. A variable is included to determine whether 
or not the respondent, respondent's spouse, or partner 
received any welfare assistance such as AFDC, food stamps, 
or supplemental security income during the year prior to 
the interview. 
Home Ownership. A variable has been included to 
determine whether or not the respondent owns or is making 
payments on a house. 
Marital Status. This variable measures the 
respondent's marital status in terms of "Never Married," 
"Married," which includes those who have remarried, and 
"Divorced/Separated/Widowed." 
Children. This variable is coded to measure whether 
the respondent has "no children living in the household," 
"child or children age six or younger," or "child or 
children age 7 or older." 
Analysis 
The analysis of this data will involve both 
descriptive techniques and logistic regression. Analyses 
will be conducted for each of the twelve intervals chosen 
for this research. 
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Logistic regression is an appropriate measure for this 
analysis because it can be used for dichotomous dependent 
variables. In the case of this research, the dependent 
variable will be "migrated" or "did not migrate," depending 
on the action the individual took. 
The variables for this analysis have been converted 
into person years. The missing cases have been dropped, 
leaving a final sample size of 50,752 cases. 
Swmnary Characteristics of Data 
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Table 1 shows percentage distributions of selected 
characteristics by race or ethnic group. There are higher 
percentages of cases of all three race and ethnic groups 
living in urban areas than rural areas. Compared to blacks 
and Hispanics, though, there are more whites living in 
rural places. During most of the person years, although 
most of the cases were not migrants, whites had the highest 
percentages of migrants at 20.5 percent. Whites have 
higher frequencies of cases in the upper categories of 
education than blacks or Hispanics, even though there is a 
majority of the cases in all race or ethnic categories have 
an education level of "High School Graduate." Although the 
vast majority during the person years are employed, 
slightly more blacks and Hispanics were unemployed compared 
to whites. Most of the cases had moderate incomes, but the 
percent of black cases in the low-income category is nearly 
twice that of whites. There are also more white cases in 
the high-income category than blacks or Hispanics. There 
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Table 1. Summary Characteristics of Sample by Race or Ethnic Group 
Race or Ethnic Groue 
Non-Hispanic Non-Hispanic 
Selected Characteristics White(%) !N) Black(%) !N) Hispanic(%) !N)
Migrant Status 
Migrant 20.5 (23584) 14.4 (11122) 12.7 (7052) 
Non Migrant 79.5 (6100) 85.6 (1868) 87.3 (1026) 
Age of Respondent 
Age 24 or younger 34.6 (10273) 28.5 (3698) 32.0 (2585) 
Age 25 or older 65.4 (19411) 71.5 (9292) 68.0 (5493) 
Gender of Respondent 
Male 50.5 (15000) 48.6 (6317) 51.8 (4187) 
Female 49.5 (14684) 51.4 (6673) 48.2 (3891) 
Residence Rural or Urban 
Rural 24.0 (7129) 16.1 (2087) 7.2 (584) 
Urban 76.0 (22555) 83.9 (10903) 92.8 (7494) 
Educational Level 
Less than a High School Diploma 11.1 (3289) 14.0 (1815) 23.2 (1878) 
High School Graduate 44.0 (13057) 45.1 (5862) 41.1 (3324) 
Some College/Technical School 22.5 (6671) 27.8 (3616) 26.1 (2110) 
Bachelor's Degree 14.8 (4394) 9.3 (1211) 5.7 (463) 
Graduate Studies + 7.7 (2273) 3.7 (486) 3.8 (300) 
Employment Status• 
Employed 92.7 (27517) 90.8 (11798) 91.4 (7380) 
Not Employed 7.3 (2167) 9.2 (1192) 8.6 (698) 
Occupation 
Professional/Managerial 
Yes 29.0 (8610) 18.6 (2413) 21.1 (1707) 
No 71.0 (21074) 81.4 (10577) 78.9 (6371) 
Service 
Yes 14.4 (4389) 21.7 (2817) 14.5 (1170) 
No 85.6 (25395) 78.3 (10173) 85.5 (6908) 
Income Level 
Low 8.0 (2370) 15.8 (2047) 9.3 (750) 
Moderate 76.2 (22622) 77.0 (10003) 80.4 (6494) 
High 15.8 (4692) 7.2 (940) 10.3 (834) 
Welfare Receipt 
No Welfare Received 94.8 (28147) 87.5 (11363) 91.6 (7400) 
Welfare Received 5.2 (1537) 12.5 (1627) 8.4 (678) 
House Ownership Status 
Own Home or Making Payments 40.4 (11994) 23.2 (9975) 31.6 (5525) 
Does Not Own Home 59.6 (17690) 76.8 (3015) 68.4 (2553) 
Marital Status 
Never Married 38.1 (11307) 52.2 (6781) 37.0 (2988) 
Married 51.0 (15150) 32.0 (4162) 50.0 (4042) 
Divorced/Widowed/Separated 10.9 (3227) 15.8 (2047) 13.0 (1048) 
Children in the Household 
No Children 57.5 (17083) 50.9 (6613) 45.9 (3710) 
Child Age 6 or Younger 31.4 (9314) 31.9 (4139) 39.0 (3152) 
Child Age 7 or Older 11.1 (3287) 17.2 (2238) 15.1 
*Not in Labor Force are not included in analysis 
------- -- - - --
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is a higher percentage of whites that are making payments 
on a house or owned their own house than either blacks or 
Hispanics respondents. In terms of marital status, there 
are somewhat equal percentages of whites and Hispanics in 
each of the three categories. In contrast, though, there 
are greater percentages of blacks in both the never married 
category and in the divorced, widowed, or separated 
category. white cases have a higher percentage of no 
children in the household. There is a higher percentage of 
Hispanics with children age six or younger and a slightly 
higher percentage of black cases with children age seven or 
older. 
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CHAPTER IV 
EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
There has been little research on the migratory 
patterns of whites, blacks, and Hispanics in the middle 
stages of the life cycle. The goal of this research is to 
determine if there are differences between these groups and 
what those differences are. The following section will 
show results based on descriptive analysis followed by 
logistic analysis involving all of the respondents and 
finally logistic analysis by racial and ethnic group. 
Migration Rates for All Race 
and Ethnic Groups 
Table 2 shows the rates of migration for each racial 
or ethnic group based on selected characteristics. The rate 
of migration is higher for all respondents under the age of 
25 than for those older than 25. This is especially 
evident for whites. Although white males and females have 
higher rates of migration than males and females in the 
black or Hispanic groups, there is very little difference 
between white males and females. However, for both blacks 
and Hispanics the rate of migration is higher for males 
than for females. There is little difference in the rate 
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Table 2. Migration Rates for all Race and Ethnic Groups 
Race or Ethnic Graue b:z'. Migration Rate 
Non Hispanic White Non Hispanic Black Hispanic 
Rate of Rate of Rate of 
Migration Migration Migration 
Selected Characteristics {%} Total N {%) Total N (%} Total N 
Age of Respondent 
Age 24 or younger 24.3 (10273) 15.9 (3698) 13.2 (2585) 
Age 25 or older 18.6 (19411) 13.8 (9292) 12.5 (5493) 
Sex of Respondent 
Male 20.9 (15000) 15.8 (6317) 13.8 (4187) 
Female 20.2 (14684) 13.0 (6673) 11.5 (3891) 
Residence Rural or Urban 
Rural 20.8 (7129) 14.6 (2087) 18.2 (584) 
Urban 20.5 (22555) 14.3 (10903) 12.3 (7494) 
Education Level 
Less than a High School Diploma 17.6 (3289) 12.0 (1815) 11.5 (1878) 
High School Graduate 16.1 (13057) 13.1 (5862) 11.6 (3324) 
Some College/Technical School 22.0 (6671) 14.2 (3616) 13.1 (2110) 
Bachelor's Degree 29.6 (4394) 22.0 (1211) 16.6 (463) 
Graduate Studies + 28.5 (2273) 21.8 (486) 23.4 (303)
Employment Status 
Employed 20.1 (27517) 14.1 (11798) 12.2 (7380) 
Not Employed 26.3 (2167) 16.7 (1192) 18.3 (698) 
Occupation 
Professional/Managerial 
Yes 23.9 (8610) 17.3 (2413) 16.3 (1707) 
No 19.2 (21074) 13.7 (10577) 11.7 (6371) 
Service 
Yes 21.4 (4289) 13.2 (2817) 13.3 (1170) 
No 20.4 (25395) 14.7 (10173) 12.6 (6908) 
Income Level 
Low 32.2 (2370) 16.5 (2047) 17.5 (750) 
Moderate 20.0 (22622) 14.1 (10003) 12.4 (6494) 
High 17.2 (4692) 12.4 (940) 10.9 (834)
Welfare Receipt 
No Welfare Received 20.4 (28147) 14.8 (11363) 12.5 (7400) 
Welfare Received 23.3 (1537) 11.6 (1627) 15.0 (678) 
House Ownership Status 
Own Home or Making Payments 13.7 (11994) 9.1 (3015) 8.7 (2553) 
Does Not Own Home 25.2 (17690) 16.0 (9975) 14.5 (5525) 
Marital Status 
Never Married 22.4 (11307) 14.2 (6781) 12.7 (2988) 
Married 18.6 (15150) 14.6 (4162) 12.0 (4042) 
Divorced/Widowed/Separated 26.4 (3357) 14.4 (2047) 15.4 (1048) 
Children in the Household 
No Children 24.2 (17083) 17.1 (6613) 14.6 (3710) 
Child Age 6 or Younger 16.7 (9314) 12.5 (4139) 11.9 (3152) 
Child Age 7 or Older 12.3 (3287) 9.7 (2238) 9.0 (1216) 
38 
of migration for rural or urban residence among blacks 
and whites, but Hispanics living in rural locales have a 
much higher rate of migration than those living in urban 
locales. 
The rate of migration for blacks and Hispanics gets 
progressively higher as levels of education increase. 
There are some differences for whites, though, in that 
there is a slightly higher rate of migration for those with 
less than a high school education compared to those with a 
high school education, and a slightly higher rate of 
migration for those with a bachelor's degree compared to 
those with a graduate degree or higher. 
For all three racial and ethnic groups there is a 
greater rate of migration for those who are unemployed than 
those who are employed. This is especially evident for 
whites and Hispanics. In terms of occupation, those who 
are in a professional occupation have higher rates of 
migration than those who are not, and whites and blacks in 
professional occupations have higher rates of migration 
than whites and blacks in service occupations. Although 
cases in all race and ethnic groups have higher rates of 
migration i.f they are in a service occupation than those 
who are not, these differences are rather small. 
The rates of migration are higher in all three race 
and ethnic groups for cases with low incomes. These rates 
are lower for those with moderate incomes and even lower 
for those with high incomes. There are some differences 
for whites, blacks, and Hispanics in terms of welfare 
receipt. White and Hispanic cases that received welfare 
have higher rates of migration than those that did not 
receive welfare. The opposite is true for black cases. 
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For all three groups, owning a home drastically lowers 
migration rates compared to not owning a home. There is 
some difference in rates of migration for whites, blacks, 
and Hispanics in terms of marital status. White cases that 
were never married or are divorced, widowed, or separated 
have higher rates of migration than those that are married. 
There is virtually no difference in the rates of migration 
for blacks of any marital status, and Hispanics that are 
married or never married have similar rates of migration, 
but those that are divorced, widowed, or separated have 
higher rates of migration. Finally, in all three groups 
the cases that have no children have higher rates of 
migration than those with children of any age, and cases 
with children age six or younger have higher rates of 
migration than those with children age seven or older. 
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In summary, rates of migration for whites are 
substantially higher for those who are younger than age 25, 
those with higher levels of education, those with low 
incomes, those who received welfare, those who do not own a 
home, those who are divorced, widowed, or separated, and 
those who have no children. Rates of migration for whites 
are lower for those who are employed. 
Rates of migration for blacks are substantially higher 
for those who are younger than age 25, for males, for those 
with higher levels of education, those who are not 
employed, those who are in professional occupations, those 
with low incomes, those who did not receive welfare, those 
who do not own a home, and those with no children. 
Migration rates for Hispanics are substantially higher 
for males, rural residents, those with the highest levels 
of education (bachelor's degree or graduate schooling), 
those who are unemployed, those in professional 
occupations, those with low levels of income, those who 
received welfare, those who do not own a home, those who 
are divorced, widowed, or separated, and those with no 
children. Although white cases had the highest rates of 
migration for all characteristics, Hispanics had higher 
rates of migration than blacks in terms of rural residence, 
graduate level education or higher, unemployment, low 
income, and welfare receipt. 
Logistic Analysis of Entire Sample 
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Table 3 shows logistic regression results for the 
entire sample. This is a three-stage analysis in which 
model I contains demographic variables such as race or 
ethnicity, age, gender, and place of residence. Model II 
adds socioeconomic variables such as educational level, 
employment status, occupation, income, and welfare receipt, 
and model III adds family variables such as marital status 
and children in the household. 
In model I, race or ethnicity, age, and gender are all 
statistically significant, but place of residence is not. 
Being black decreases the odds of migration by 34 percent 
and being Hispanic decreases the odds of migration by 43 
percent compared to white respondents. Age decreases the 
odds of migration as well, in which case respondents over 
the age of twenty-five have decreased odds of migrating by 
24 percent compared to respondents younger then twenty­
five. Finally, being female, as opposed to male, decreases 
the odds of migration by almost 10 percent. 
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Table 3. Logistic Analysis Results for All Respondents 
e 
Model I Model ii Model Ill 
Unstandardized Logit Unstandardized Odds Unstandardized Odds 
Selected Characteristics Coefficient Odds Ratio Loglt Coefficient Ratio Loglt Coefficient Ratio 
Race or Ethnicity 
(comparison group NH White) 
Non-Hispanic Black -0.410 0.664 ... -0.492 0.611-· -0.408 0.665··· 
(0.029) (0.030) (0.031) 
Hispanic -0.562 0.570·- -0.494 0.610-· -0.469 0.626··· 
(0.037) (0.038) (0.038) 
Age of Respondent 
(comparison group <24) 
Age 25 or older -0.277 0.758 ... -0.217 o.805- -0.261 0.110-
(0.024) (0.027) (0.030) 
Gender 01 Respondent 
(comparison group male) 
Female -0.101 0.904-· -0.167 0.846- -0.147 0.863 ... 
(0.023) (0.024) (0.025) 
Residence Rural or Urban 
(comparison group urban) 
Rural 0.053 1.055 0.210 1,233•- 0.209 1.232·-
(0.029) (0.030) (0.031) 
Educatlonal Level 
(Comparison group < high school) 
High School Graduate 0.151 1.163 ... 0.145 1.155··· 
(0.040) (0.040) 
Some Collegefrechnical School 0.446 1.562·- 0.456 1.578 ... 
(0.043) (0.044) 
Bachelo(s Degree 1.034 2.813-· 1.019 2.110··· 
(0.051) (0.052) 
Graduate Studies/Professional 
Training 1.089 2.910·- 1.068 2.909 ... 
(0.061) (0.062) 
Employment Status 
Not Employed 0.316 1.312·- 0.319 1.376-
(0.042) (0.042) 
Occupation 
(comparison group member of 
occupation) 
Professional 
no -0.133 0.875- -0.134 0.875 ... 
(0.032) (0.032) 
Service 
no -0.059 0.943 -0.071 0.932· 
(0.034) (0.034) 
Income Level 
(comparison group high income) 
Low Income 0.728 2.010-· 0.787 2.196 ... 
(0.051) (0.052) 
Moderate Income 0.337 1.401·- 0.332 1 _394••• 
(0.038) (0.038) 
Welfare Reclept 
(comparison group did not receive 
welfare) 
Received Welfare -0.032 0.968 0.042 1.043 
(0.048) (0.050) 
Home ownership Status 
(comparison group owns 
home/making payments) 
Does Not Own Home 0.735 2.055•- 0.800 2.225·-
(0.030) (0.033) 
Marital Status 
(comparison group never married) 
Married 0.555 1.742··· 
(0.034) 
Divorced/Widowed/Separated 0.495 1.640··· 
(0.041) 
Children In Household 
(comparison group no child in 
household) 
Child Age 6 or Younger -0.361 0.697-· 
(0.033) 
Child Age 7 or Older -0.558 o.512··· 
(0.048) 
constant -1.140 0.320- -2.298 0.100·- -2.483 0.083 ... 
(0.025) (0.074) (0.077) 
N 50752 
-2 Log Likelihood 46854.805 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors •••p< .001 ... p< .01, •p<.05 
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In model II, when socioeconomic status is 
controlled, all four demographic variables are 
statistically significant. The odds of Hispanic respondents 
migrating, however, are somewhat greater in that they are 
39 percent less likely to migrate than white respondents 
compared to 43 percent less likely before socioeconomic 
status is controlled (in model I). Age of respondent still 
decreases the odds of migration, although not by as much as 
in model I. Respondents over age 25 are only 20 percent 
less likely to migrate than those under age 25. When 
socioeconomic status is controlled, females have a somewhat 
greater decrease in the odds of migration, changing from a 
10 percent decrease to a 15 percent decrease. Finally, in 
model II place of residence becomes statistically 
significant: those living in rural areas have a 25 percent 
increase in the odds of migration compared to those in 
urban places. 
Most of the socioeconomic variables in model II are 
statistically significant, except for service occupations 
and welfare receipt. In terms of education, compared to 
having less than a high school diploma, having a high 
school diploma raises the odds of migration by 16 percent, 
having some college or technical school raises the odds of 
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migration by 56 percent, having a bachelor's degree 
increases the odds of migration 1.81 times, and having a 
graduate degree or professional training nearly triples the 
odds of the respondent migrating. Those that are not 
employed have a 37 percent increase in the odds of 
migration. In terms of occupation, not being in a 
professional or managerial occupation lowers the odds of 
migration by about 13 percent. Lastly, the odds of 
migration for respondents with low incomes nearly doubles, 
but the odds of migration for those with moderate incomes 
only increase by 40 percent. 
In model III family status is controlled. This causes 
very little change in the demographic variables, which all 
remain statistically significant, except for being black. 
When family variables are controlled, black respondents 
change from having reduced migration odds of 39 percent to 
having reduced migration odds of 34 percent. 
When family variables are controlled, there is very 
little change among the socioeconomic variables. The 
exception to this is service occupation, which becomes 
statistically significant, but does not change the odds of 
migration by much. 
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In terms of the family status variables, all of them 
were statistically significant. Not owning a house more 
than doubles the odds of migrating compared to owning a 
house. Respondents who are married have an increase in 
odds of migration of 74 percent compared to those who have 
never been married, and those who are divorced, widowed, or 
separated have a 64 percent increase in the odds of 
migration. Respondents with children under age seven have 
a 31 percent decrease in the odds of migration, and those 
with children ages seven or older have a 43 percent 
decrease in the odds of migration compared to respondents 
with no children. 
To summarize, race and ethnicity have an effect on 
migration even when socioeconomic status and household 
variables are controlled, but rurality only has an effect 
on migration once socioeconomic status is controlled. The 
coefficients for each variable do not change much when the 
household variables are controlled for, indicating that 
socioeconomic status is more important to migration than 
household variables are. 
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Logistic Analysis by Racial 
and Ethnic Group 
Table 4 shows logistic regression results for selected 
characteristics for each racial or ethnic group. Being 
over the age of twenty-five, compared to being under the 
age of 25, is statistically lowers migration rates more for 
whites than for blacks respondent but has little effect 
among Hispanics. 
The gender of the respondent, in terms of being female 
compared to being male, is statistically important for all 
three groups of respondents, as shown earlier when other 
variables are controlled. For whites, being female reduces 
the odds of migration by approximately 11 percent. The 
odds of migration are reduced by 17 percent for black 
females, and by 22 percent for Hispanic females. 
The respondents' residence is also statistically 
significant for all three groups. The odds of migration 
are increased by 22 percent for white respondents living in 
rural settings compared to those living in urban settings. 
Similarly, the odds of migration are increased by 
approximately 14 percent for black respondents in rural 
areas, and the odds of migration for rural Hispanic 
respondents are increased by 67 percent relative to urban 
respondents. 
Table 4. Logistic Analysis Results by 
Age of Respondent 
(comparison group <24) 
Age 25 or older 
Gender of Respondent 
(comparison group male) 
Female 
Residence Rural or Urban 
(comparison group urban) 
Rural 
Educational Level 
(comparison group < H.S.) 
High School Graduate 
Some College/Technical School 
Bachelor's Degree 
Graduate Studies/Professional Training 
Employment Status 
(comparison group employed) 
Not Employed 
Occupation 
(comparison group member of 
occupation) 
Professional 
no 
Service 
no 
Income Level 
(comparison group High income) 
Low Income 
Moderate Income 
Welfare Reciept 
(comparison group did not receive 
welfare) 
Received Welfare 
Home ownership status 
(comparison group owns home/making 
payments) 
Does Not Own Home 
Marital Status 
(comparison group never married) 
Married 
Divorced/Widowed/Separated 
Children in Household 
(comparison group no child in 
household) 
Child Age 6 or Younger 
Child Age 7 or Older 
Constant 
N 
-2 L22 Likelihood 
Model I NH White 
Unstandardized 
Logit Coefficient 
-0.328 
(0.037) 
-0.115 
(0.031) 
0.201 
(0.036) 
0.133 
(0.054) 
0.521 
(0.058) 
1.088 
(0.065) 
1.113 
(0.076) 
0.039 
(0.054) 
-0.108 
(0.039) 
0.086 
(0.044) 
0.884 
(0.064) 
0.334 
(0.044) 
0.139 
(0.069) 
0.798 
(0.039) 
0.582 
(0.043) 
0.571 
(0.054) 
-0.380 
(0.042) 
-0.569 
(0.064) 
-2.519 
(0.096) 
29684 
30016.846 
Racial or Ethnic Group 
Racial or Ethnic Groue 
Model II NH Black Model Ill Hispanic 
Unstandardized Unstandardized 
Odds Ratio Logit Coefficient Odds Ratio Logit Coefficient 
0.720*** -0.169 0.844- -0.066 
(0.062) (0.084) 
0.891*** -0.183 0.832- -0.242 
(0.056) (0.072) 
1.222*** 0.138 1.148* 0.515 
(0.070) (0.117) 
1.142* 0.230 1.259** 0.123 
(0.084) (0.094) 
1.683*** 0.392 1.479*** 0.307 
(0.092) (0.105) 
2.001-· 1.004 2.728*** 0.560 
(0.114) (0.165) 
3.044-* 1.060 2.885*** 0.967 
(0.148) (0.179) 
1.362-· 0.249 1.283** 0.486 
(0.086) (0.111) 
0.898** -0.107 0.898 -0.359 
(0.073) (0.093) 
0.918 0.030 1.030 -0.177 
(0.066) (0.098) 
2.421*** 0.626 1.811-· 0.603 
(0.124) (0.158) 
1.396*** 0.319 1.376** 0.277 
(0.106) (0.121) 
1.149* -0.146 0.864 0.201 
(0.091) (0.124) 
2.221-· 0.835 2.305-• 0.646 
(0.078) (0.092) 
1.790*** 0.559 1.749*** 0.413 
(0.071) (0.097) 
1.770*** 0.339 1.404*** 0.442 
(0.079) (0.113) 
0.684*** -0.366 0.694*** -0.257 
(0.070) (0.094) 
0.566*** -0.541 o.582-· -0.535 
(0.090) (0.129) 
0.081*** -2.796 0.051-· -2.524 
(0.176) (0.219) 
12990 8078 
10669.589 6124.953 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. ***p< .001, **p< .01, *p<.05 
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Odds Ratio 
0.936 
0.785-* 
1.674*** 
1.131 
1.359** 
1.751-· 
2.631-· 
1.625-· 
0.699-* 
0.838 
1.827*** 
1.320* 
1.223 
1.905-· 
1.511-· 
1.556*** 
0.774** 
0.586*** 
0.080*** 
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There are some differences in the effect that increasing 
levels of education, compared to having less than a high 
school diploma, have on migration for each of the different 
racial or ethnic groups. The odds of migrating are 
increased by 14 percent for white respondents with a high 
school diploma, and are increased by about 26 percent for 
black respondents with a high school diploma relative to 
those with less than a high school education. The lack of 
statistical significance for Hispanics with a high school 
diploma is probably due to the smaller sample size compared 
to whites and blacks. 
Having some college or technical training is 
statistically significant for all three groups compared to 
having less than a high school education. The odds of 
migration increase by 68 percent for white respondents with 
some college or technical training, and they increase by 48 
percent for black respondents with similar education 
levels, and by 36 percent for Hispanic respondents with a 
similar education level. 
Having a bachelor's degree also had a statistically 
significant effect on migration for each group. White 
respondents with a bachelor's degree are almost three times 
as likely to migrate than those with less than a high 
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school education, black respondents with a bachelor's 
degree are 1.73 times as likely to migrate, and Hispanic 
respondents with a bachelor's degree are approximately 75 
percent more likely to migrate compared to those who do not 
have a high school diploma. 
The highest level of education, graduate studies or 
professional training, is statistically significant for all 
groups as well. The odds of migration for white 
respondents with this level of education increased more 
than three times while the odds of migration for black 
respondents with a graduate level or professional studies 
education was nearly that high, and the odds of migration 
for Hispanic respondents with a similar level of education 
increased to better than 2.5 times that of those without a 
high school level education. 
Employment status is statistically significant for all 
three groups. For white respondents, lack of employment 
increased their odds of migration by 36 percent compared to 
those who are employed. The odds of migration for black 
unemployed respondents increased by 28 percent and the odds 
of migration for unemployed Hispanic respondents increased 
by approximately 63 percent, also compared to those who are 
employed. 
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Occupational status has a varying effect on the 
different groups. For instance, not being a professional 
is statistically significant for white respondents and for 
Hispanic respondents, but not for black respondents 
compared to being in a professional occupation. When white 
respondents are not in a professional occupation their odds 
of migration 10 percent less than even compared to those in 
professional occupations, and when Hispanic respondents are 
not in a professional occupation their odds of migrating 
are 30 percent less than even relative to being a 
professional. The effects of not being in a service 
occupation are not statistically significant for any group 
relative to being in a service occupation. 
Low-and moderate-income levels are statistically 
significant for all groups of respondents compared to 
having a high income. For white respondents with low 
incomes the odds of migration increase to almost 1.5 times 
that of those with high incomes. The odds of migration for 
black respondents with low incomes increase by 87 percent, 
and the odds of migration for Hispanic respondents increase 
by approximately 83 percent. Likewise, the odds of 
migration for white respondents with moderate incomes 
increase by almost 40 percent, the odds of migration for 
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black respondents in the same income category increase by 
38 percent, and the odds of migration for Hispanic 
respondents increase by 32 percent, also relative to those 
with high incomes. 
Welfare receipt is only statistically significant for 
white respondents. The odds of migration for white 
respondents who receive welfare increased by about 15 
percent compared to those who do not receive welfare. 
Home ownership status has a statistically significant 
effect on all three groups of respondents. Not owning a 
home increases the odds of migration for white respondents 
by 1.22 to 1 compared to whites that own a home or are 
making payments on one. For black respondents who do not 
own a home, the odds of migration increase 1.3 to 1, and 
for Hispanic respondents the odds of migration increase by 
approximately 91 percent if they do not own a home relative 
to respondents that own a home or are making payments on 
one. 
Marital status is also statistically significant for 
all three groups. For married white respondents the odds 
of migration increase by 79 percent compared to unmarried 
whites, for married black respondents the odds of migration 
increase by almost 75 percent compared to unmarried blacks, 
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and for married Hispanic respondents the odds of 
migration increase by 51 percent compared to unmarried 
Hispanics. Divorced, widowed, or separated respondents are 
also more likely to migrate than their never married 
counterparts. White respondents who are divorced, widowed, 
or separated have a 77 percent increase in the odds of 
migration relative to unmarried whites. Likewise, black 
respondents with the same marital status have a 40 percent 
increase in the odds of migration, and Hispanic respondents 
have a 56 percent increase in their odds of migrating both 
compared to unmarried respondents. 
Finally, the age of children in the household is 
statistically significant for all three groups of 
respondents. White respondents with children under age six 
had a reduction in the odds of migration by approximately 
32 percent compared to those with no children in the 
household, while black respondents had a reduction in the 
odds of migrating of about 30 percent compared to blacks 
with no children, and Hispanic respondents with children 
under six had reduced odds of almost 23 percent in 
comparison to those with no children. 
In the same fashion, children age seven or older 
reduced the odds of migration for all groups relative to 
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respondents with no children in the household. White 
respondents with children in this category had reduced odds 
of migration of 44 percent, black respondents with children 
in this age category had reduced odds of migration equaling 
about 42 percent, and Hispanic respondents with children in 
the same age category had reduced odds of migrating of 
approximately 41 percent. 
In summary, while almost all of the variables tested 
had an effect on the migration of the three racial or 
ethnic groups, many variables effected one or more groups 
in different ways. For instance, the migration of white 
respondents were more effected by increasing levels of 
education, low income status, welfare receipt, and marital 
status in terms of being divorced, widowed, or separated 
than were black or Hispanic residents. The migration of 
white and black respondents was effected more by marital 
status in terms of being married than the migration of 
Hispanics was. Variables such as rural residence, 
unemployment, and having children age six or younger in the 
household effected the migration of Hispanics more than 
they effected the migration of whites or blacks. Finally, 
there were some variables, such as moderate income levels 
and having children age seven or older that effected each 
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group about equally, and one variable, service 
occupation, which had no effect on the migration of these 
groups. 
The results of this portion of the analysis for 
Hispanics compared to whites and blacks are particularly 
interesting because of the limited amount of literature 
pertaining to the internal migration of Hispanics in 
general. In terms of differences in terms of the 
demographic variables, the odds of migration for female 
Hispanics are reduced by almost twice as much compared to 
white females and are four percent lower than those of 
black females when other variables are controlled. 
However, the odds of migration for rural Hispanics are 
three times those for rural whites and more than four times 
those for rural blacks when other variables are controlled. 
In terms of socioeconomic variables, Hispanics showed 
the greatest increase in odds of migration between a 
bachelor's degree level of education and a graduate degree 
or higher level of education. There is not much difference 
between these two categories for either whites or blacks, 
but there is an 88 percent increase in the odds of 
migration for Hispanics with the higher level of education 
when other variables are controlled. When looking at 
occupation, these results show that the odds of migration 
for Hispanics not in a professional occupation are 20 
percent less than those for whites or blacks not in 
professional occupations. 
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Finally, there are differences for Hispanics in terms 
of household status. Hispanics who did not own a home 
showed lower odds of migration than either whites or blacks 
who did not own a home with differences of 31 percent and 
40 percent respectively when other variables are 
controlled. There were also differences for marital 
status. Specifically, married Hispanics had at least 25 
percent lower odds of migration compared to both married 
blacks and married whites with other variables controlled. 
Also, Hispanics who were divorced, widowed, or separated 
had 41 percent lower odds of migration than whites in the 
same category when other variables were controlled. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this study has been to determine if 
there are characteristics that affect the migrations of 
middle aged people differently than other groups, and to 
determine if there are differences between white, black, 
and Hispanic groups. To do this two statistical procedures 
have been utilized. The first includes frequency tables of 
the selected variables for migrants and non-migrants of all 
three racial and ethnic groups. The second includes 
logistic regression analyses for the sample as a whole, and 
for each racial or ethnic group. 
Major Findings 
Several important findings came out of this research 
concerning the migration of different race and ethnic 
groups. While most -of the variables tested for each race 
or ethnic group had a statistically significant effect on 
that group's propensity to migrate, some of the variables 
had a stronger effect on one or two of the groups than on 
the other and some variables had no effect on one or two of 
the groups but showed an effect when other variables were 
controlled. This section gives a summary of these effects 
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based on the final logistic analysis comparing the 
migrations of whites, blacks, and Hispanics. 
Age has in the past been shown to be important in that 
younger people are more likely to migrate than older people 
(Schachter 2001). According to this research, though, this 
is only true for whites and blacks. Hispanics in this 
research showed almost equal odds of migrating as not 
migrating for both those under age 25 and over age 25. 
As past research has shown, at least in terms of 
migration patterns during the 1990's, rural residents in 
all three racial or ethnic categories were more likely to 
migrate than urban respondents. This is especially true 
for Hispanic respondents who were more than twice as likely 
to migrate from a rural area compared to white and black 
respondents. 
In the past, research showed that increases in the 
level of education of a person raises their propensity to 
migrate. This is also true in the current research for all 
race and ethnic categories. However, some authors found 
that rates of migration decline as levels of education 
increase (Schachter 2001; Schwartz 1976). This research 
finds the opposite when compared to those without a high 
school level degree. Rates of migration increase rapidly 
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with increased levels of education with the other 
variables controlled. For instance, white respondents 
showed the most effect in that having a bachelor's or 
graduate level degree increased their odds of migration 
three fold relative to individuals without a high school 
degree when other variables are controlled. Similar 
significant results were also shown for black respondents, 
and these findings were especially evident for Hispanics in 
the highest levels of education. However, the difference 
between these results and previous results is that 
professional occupation has been controlled. Without this 
control, these results might show a drop in migration with 
increased education due to people settling down in jobs 
that are less conducive to migration. 
Employment status also showed the expected results 
based on past research (Mincer 1978; Shaw 1975). That is, 
respondents who are unemployed, regardless of race or 
ethnic background, are more likely to migrate than those 
who are employed. 
Past research on occupation has shown that people with 
specialized skills such as those in professional or 
managerial positions are more likely to migrate than those 
who are in lower skilled positions such as service 
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occupations (Ellis et al. 1993). This research found 
statistically significant results for whites and Hispanics 
who are not in professional occupations, in that they are 
less likely to migrate than those in professional or 
managerial occupations. There were no significant results 
for blacks. 
Other research has shown that people with lower 
incomes are more likely to migrate than those with high 
incomes (Shachter 2001). This research shows similar 
results for all three racial or ethnic categories. Low­
income white respondents show the most propensity to 
migrate, and all three racial and ethnic groups show higher 
propensities to migrate than those in the moderate-income 
category. 
Research on welfare receipt and migration has been 
split in the past. Some authors have found that people 
receiving welfare move specifically for increased benefits 
(Althaus and Schachter 1983; Cebula 1991; Cebula and Koch 
1989; Cebula and Kohn 1975; Enchantegui 1997; Friedli 1986; 
Glantz 1975; Greenwood 1975; Kohn 1976; Southwick 1981) 
while others found that they do not move for welfare 
benefits (Cebula 1974; Dejong and Donnelly 1973; Long 1974; 
Schlottman and Herzog 1981; Sommers and Suits 1973). 
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Although this particular research cannot show whether or 
not respondents receiving welfare migrate to increase their 
benefits, it does show that whites are the only group that 
has a statistically significant increase in their odds of 
migrating. 
Research has also shown that people who own their own 
home are less likely to migrate. This is also found in 
this research. White, black, and Hispanic respondents all 
show at least double the odds of migrating as their home­
owning counterparts, although the odds for migrating were 
not as high for Hispanic homeowners than for white or black 
homeowners 
While previous research shows that married couples are 
less likely to migrate than married couples (Mincer 1978), 
this research found that married couples have significantly 
greater odds of migrating than those who are not married. 
However, the increase in the odds of migration are quite a 
bit higher for married whites and blacks than for married 
Hispanics. The same holds true for divorced, widowed, or 
separated individuals in that they are more likely to 
migrate than those who were never married, but the odds of 
migration are much greater for divorced, widowed, or 
separated whites than for blacks or Hispanics in the same 
category. 
Finally, there has been some variation in past 
research concerning children and migration. Some authors 
have found that having children in the household decreases 
the chances of migration (Long 1978; Mincer 1978; Smits et 
al. 2003; Speare 1970), while others found no effect of 
children on migration (Bird and Bird 1985). This research 
has found that for all three racial and ethnic groups, 
having children in the household reduces the propensity to 
migrate. 
Conclusions 
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Migratory patterns of middle-aged adults have long 
been overlooked in research, mostly because they are the 
group that is least likely to migrate. While most of these 
results match those found in previous research, there are 
several differences, which lead to several implications for 
the study of migration. Specifically, although race 
matters in the migration of middle aged people, given that 
whites are more likely to migrate compared to blacks and 
Hispanics, there is not significant difference between the 
migration patterns of Hispanics under age 25 and those over 
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age 25. Another difference with these results pertains 
to education. Although these results are similar to those 
in past studies in that those with more education are more 
likely to migrate, some past research has shown that the 
rates of migration decline as education increases. These 
results show that the odds of migration become increasingly 
greater as education increases. Finally, while most 
research shows that unmarried individuals are more likely 
to migrate, this research shows that, in the middle ages of 
life, married people have greater odds of migrating, 
followed by divorced, widowed, or separated people. 
Limitations of Study 
There are some limitations to this study. One of 
these involves the sample size of Hispanics. The Hispanic 
population of this data set was sampled before the 
significant in-migration of Hispanics occurred in the 
1980's. So, while these results are valid for this 
particular sample, they are not necessarily generalizable 
to today's Hispanic population. 
Another limitation pertains to rural and urban 
migration. Most past research on rural and urban migration 
has focused on the direction of the migration. Due to the 
variables that were chosen for this study, the results 
show whether rural or urban residents are more likely to 
migrate, but the direction of the move cannot be shown. 
Finally, past research on welfare and migration has 
focussed on the idea of "welfare magnets," or those places 
that draw migrants based on the welfare benefits that are 
offered. This research can only show differences in 
migration propensity for those receiving welfare compared 
to those not receiving welfare, rather than places that 
draw people based on the benefits offered. 
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